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ABSTRACT B
' Interinstitutional cooperation ranks among the most

vigorous movements in American higher education, and the consortium

has been prcmoted as a means for improving the marginal existence of

~colleges and for better utilizing the resources of larger

institutions. This paper sets the stage for examining the
effectiveness of voluntary interinstitutional cooperation first by
discussing the domain of institutional relationships and relating the
consortium to this larger framework; second, by pointing to some key

issues that are raised when the question of interinstitutional s
. cdoperation is viewed in the light of 6 functions of higher

education; third, by listing 9 purposes that colleges and
univexsities give for joining resources in some cammon program; and
fourth, by examining a select group of outputs that might be usefully
employed to evaluate the effectiveness of cooperative efforts.
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CHAPTER 19

! VOLUNTARY COOPERATION FOR EFFFCTIVYE |
RESOURCE ALLOCATION IN HICHER EDUCATITON
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If growth in absolute terms is indicative of the vitality of a move-

ment, the interinstitutional cooperation ranks among the most vigorous

p institutional coali ions, one paiticular type, commonly

L

framewvork; second, bv pointing to some key issues which

colleges and universities give for joining resources in

THE INTERORGANIZATIONAL SPECTRUM

FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

19 - 1

Pd

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3
™y
J
\f$§% decentralized structure composed of autonomous private colleges and

movements in American higher education. Within this bustling domain of

referred to as

the Conéortium, has been promoted as a means forvimproving the marginal
existence of colleges and for better utilizing the resources of larger
institutions. This paper sets the stage for examining the effectiveness
of voluntary interinstitutional cooperation firﬁt by .diseysging the domain

of institutional relationships and relating the consortium to this larger

are raised when

the question of interinstitutional cooperation is viewed in the light »of

- six functions of higher education; third, by listing nine pufposes which

some common

i program: and fourth, by examining a se.ect groﬁp of otutputs which might be

usefully employed to evaluate the effectiveness of cooperative efforts.

“American higher education is typically characterized as a diverse,
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universities and their public vountcréurts Juxtaposed to some extent {n
competition with one another. In the absence of a strong national cduca-
tional bureaucracy and 'a well-defined vertical flow of authority and
decision-making processes, individual cducational units have sought the
more informal structures of alliance and confederation.1

These alliances are:ﬁot limited to regional @nterinstitutional
agreements, of course. They are found in the form of national associations
with both institutional and individual memberships; they are found in the
form of intefstate compacts such as the Western interstate Commission for
Higher Education; they are found in the form of interinstitutional com-
pacts such as The Associated Colleges of the Midwest or The Kansas City
Regional Council for Higher Education which reach across state boundaries;
they are found in the form of cluster colleges whé#ch locate in close
proximity to one another for purposes of mutual benefit. And this list is
by no means exhaustive of imaginative relationships which presently serve
the cause of higher education.

While many of the interinstitutional organizations or systems are
tied together throuéh statutory acts, many more are voluntary in nature,
the prodﬂft of either an ihformal, in some.cases unwritten, agreement of
institutional leaders or a contractual arrangement which affords the

individual institution an escape-hatﬁh clause should the alliance at any-

time prove mcre costly than beneficial. The statutory or public systems

-
-

are more likely to tend toward the,bureaucratic type of organization,

whereas the voluntary confederations in which the parties are bound

19 - 2
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’ topether tor a timited namber of cotivities requires Jditferent processes

for Jueveloping authority, sctting standards of work, assigning personnel,
i
"y

providing for a flow of new ideas, and solving problems,”

DEFINITLIONS, PATTERNS AND PURPOSES OF VOLUNTARY INTERINSTITUTIONAL COOPLRATION

The Higher Education Couscrtium

In an exploratory study of the extent of cooperation among institutions
of higher education' in the United States (1965-1966) Raymond Moore first
emploved the term 'consortium" ia speaking of cooperation between institu-
tions. He gave his definition of a consortium--"an agreement whereby two
or more institutions--at least one of which is an institution of higher ed-
ucation—-aéree to pursue between, or among, them a program éor strength-
ening academic programs; improving adﬁlnistration, or providing for other
special needs." 1In his tally-‘of the number of cooperative ventures which
fit this definition, Moope specifically excluded eddcational assogiétions,

’

regional laboratories, élinical affiliations of medical and paramedical .-
\ - -
curriculums, .and student-teaching arrangements between colleges and schools.

The reason for this exclusion was not given.

Although it may be inferred from Moore's report that a considerable

amcunt of cooperation reported either directly ar indirectly was informal
and quite casually regarded by its participating members, the extent of

reported cooperation is still noteworthy. In a universe of 1,509 institutions

which granted at least the Bachelor's degree, Moore found 1,017 cooperative

. : programs. Of this number 66.2 percent were bilateral, involving only two

institutions; 33.8 percent or 344 prugrams involved three or more

.
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fnstitutions, The number of hilateral Proprams is Tarpe because of t he nractice |

of the large universities establishing informal bilateral. agreements in

specialized academic areas with neivhborine institut jons gs Oomeans of .
' supporting araduate programs.  Such agreements tend Lo remadin bilateral

instead of leading to a cooperative arrangement involving a sharing of

-resources amonp all participating institutions.

o S
> A
'r/ - P — € : o
University ———— A
) — >D
| \E :

. A Common Pattern of University-College Bilatera] Relatiinship

Fxample 1

Fach branch in the example above is reported as a separate consortium of

two member institutions (bilateral) in Moore's studv. A distinction

among tvpes of bilateral (single, fraternal, féderated) cooperation is

made by Moore in a paper read for the Wisconsin Conference on Interinsti-

tutional Cooperatioh in Higher Education (March 3~4, 1967). The singlefj

bilateral consortium involves one college and a university, the fraternal

involves several colleges separately cooperating w?th a university, and
.

the federated involves a mid-ground between multiple bilateral agreements, -

4 ' .
1s in Example 1, and a *rue multi-lateral cooperative pattern.
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While Moore's work in mapping the boundariecs of the interinstitutional

©

cooperation helped to draw attention to the vast amount of activity about

which too little information is available, it was just the first important

B /

’ s 0 'l " o
step in the bage task of brincing some order to the fiecld of educationa)l

altbiancoes. 7
/

A sipnificant contribution to this of(prt wirs made bv lewis D),

Patterson (The Kansas City Regional Council for Higher Fducation) in his

development of a set of criteria for "academic consortia." These criteria

have become the basis for a directorv of 55 consortia (1970) fitting

this definition. These criteria indicate that cach of the consortia Listed

is o
l. a voluntarv formal organization (with)

2. three or more member institutions

3. multi-academic programs

4. specific programs administered bv at™least one full-time
professional, and (is partiallv supported bv)l :

5. required annual Contribntion or other tangible evjdence.of

long-term commitment of member institutions.5

Tt is at once apparent that a consortium compo?ed of several members

cooperating on several academic programs creates considerably more ad-

ministrative complexities than a bilateral consortium even though the

latter may be involved with several programs.

Without denying the opportunities for increasing institutional effect-

iveness through the simpler bilateral arrangements, I will focus the
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réemainder of the discusslon on matters more directly related to the con-

L4

sortlum as deflned by Patterson's five criteria. [t {s our belief that the
-

more complex cooperatives have both the greater potential for creating

substantial increases In the effectiveness of higher education generally

and, because of thelr complexity, the greater need of study and evaluation.

It may be assumed, then. throuchout the following pages that all references

to consortia or interinstitutional cooperation should be takenMo mean

the complex type. '

A

Patterns of Consortia

Both™ the physical patterns and purposes of voluntary interinstitu-
y - i
tional cooperation have recelved the attention of students of the con-

sortium movement over the past several .years. Most of the work produced

. by these writers deals with these subjects only on the descriptive level,

.

leaving for future researchers the unanswered questions of how the patteins.
xénd ﬁurposes are successfully interrelated. )

The best known of the physical arrangements for interinstitutional
cooperation is the closely—ﬁituated Oxford arrangement_cur;ently spoken
of as the "cluster college."6 In its ideal form the cluster college
consists,of\a small group of autonomous colleges located in close prox-
imity to one another so that the costly facilities such as‘librariesi;audito-

riums, and-highly specialized scientific equipment can be shared among

the faculties and students of all institutions. Such physical proximity

generally occurs either from the establishing.of new institutions next to

an-already existing one (The Claremont Collegeé) or within an already

19 =




A DIACRAMMATIC REPRISLNTATION OF COOPFRATIVE
TOENDEAVORS AMONG INSTUHUTIONS-0n0roSTin ThE
RELATIONSHIP OF CLUSTER PFFORTS TO OTHER TYPES*
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! Example 2
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*This diagrammatic representation was taken in toto from H.R. Kells' chart
found in a’bound volume of working papers collected for the Claremont
Conference on the Cluster College Concept, March 30-31, 1967. See foot-

now.e 7. .
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existing  university (University of the Pacific), or from the planning of
a complex campus of gemi-autonomous collepes (Unfversity of Califormia,
Santa Cruz).,

Not nil cluster arrangements are composcd of separate, autonomous
institutions, hence cluster colleges and consortia are not idqntical quts.,
The cluster concept emphasizes the geopraphic proximity of colﬁcgcs; the
consortium condépt emphasizes the Inter-relationship of independent ingt{-=
tutions. An il}ustration of how cluster colleges may vary with respect
to these two dimensiogs of relatedness, geographic proximity and i;dopun—
dence, is given in a diagram (Example 2) which H. R. Kells developed for
a conference on "The Cluster College Concept' funded bv the Carnegie
Corporation of New York and held at the Claremont Colleges’ in 1967.7
In this illustrarion the consortia are found on the right side (indepen-

Ay

dent members) and these include the loose federation of the non-cluster

tyne.

The Kell diagram hypothesizes a positive correlation between geo-

graphic proximity aqd program interaction (see the verticle arro@ on the
extreme left of Example 2).. Whi%g)the correlation of these two factors

must certainly be high in certain kinds of coqQperative programs (e.g.,

cross—registration of students taking courseé on more than one campus, ' :
sharing of library facilities), in other kinds of programs adjacent

locations may offer no advantage and therefore have no effect upon the . -

level of cooperation (e.g., joinE studies abroad, cooperative computer

facilities, etc.)
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Often the voluntary, non=cluster consortfum s composced of Inat{-

tutions which are spread over a wide distance from one another. The
vooperat fve arrangenent mav or may not involve a special facility tor the
interinstitutional progran. Where a cooperative facflity {s mafntained

the patterns shown fn Example 3 are possible.

O | O
ONX‘/-O O— ———:a

Central Facility Satellite Facllity

Singly-owned Facility

Example 3

Fach arrangement serves a particular purpose best. The central
facility is most successful when a large amount of traffic between the
institutions and the shared facility is necessary, The satellite facility
is appropriate in programs where the location of the students in‘; special
environment not available on any of the campuses is necessary (e.g., an
urban studies center, a foreign campus, or a Marlne Sclences center),

The Slngly-owned facility often oxcurs ;hen an institution has an expen-
sive, on-going program which it finds economically necessary to share

with its not-so-favored neighboring institutions. While the sharing of

¥oth the benefits and costs generally recults in more efficient use of

such facilities, the higher availability ¢ the institution which has
~
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cotne Prtiv, e e facte control whivh (hisg thstitut ton exert -,

ever the ase of the {4 Fiity, and the loss of prestiye whica the facelty
«oand stadents §rop tha, Cther {nstituljony may feel

¢ .

4 nelyhboring univers ity mav 411 combine to

in having to use t he

sl ity of create a very un-

able arrangoment. While in the short run the arrangement may scem to be

dhe anldy reasonanle one when finances are tonsidered, in {he long run, such

Anarrangenent s opolitfcally difffeult to maintain because of inter-campus

Jealousivy, {

Vhether or not Separate facilite §s invelved in the co merat fve

dpreesent o owgeh jofnt pPrograme syt involve o reasonablv equal fnput of

resources he g1 narticipating memhora, 1 1. not ungsual to find a4 wide

rmve ot wsize and att lyence arong the colloges gnd miversities in con-

. . l
Sortiag, Tt f~ nusuaal , however, to 1 {pd ‘Lpropram of anv duraticn in

e, the majorYport fop ot the barden has been horae by a sinple instj-

tation or g amal] subvroup ot the

memboershiip,  To illustrate, in Fxample

Yoconsortiue A cogld have o preater probability of success than consort 1un

]
Bobecause the cooperactve relationship hetween the institutfons fs mutus]ly

beneticial,  The arrovs fn this diapram may represent efther a flow of
benetits to the receivi ng instftutfon or

the issufng nofnt of tha Arrow,

A4 sharing of resources fr.
In ¢ither case, consortium B obvioys]y

preseats a problem of disequiliorious cooperation since institutions |

and are only on i recefving ond,
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Fxamnle 4

THE® CONSORTIA AND THEIR IMPACT UPON S1X FUNCTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
“ow from the level of voluntary fnterinstitutional cooperation, let
us cramine what difference such confederation makes fn thé fmplementatfon
ol =ix fmportant functions of higher education, what the term "effic-
fency” meann in a cooperative context, and how the evaluation of
consortia might proceced. Tho(qucstions which arise cre as applicable to
a4 consortfum of two ifnstitutions Aas fhoy are to a much larger grouping.
The !451 that the larger, complex, more formal consortfum with a central
stafl usually has the greater visibility should not cause us to overlook
the broad spectrum of relatjonships bot;eeu colleges and universities
which exist and the contributions of these relationships to the offective

administration of higher education.

l/’.\
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. vides upon an area of specialization.

The Sorting Function

ond of the functions .of higher oducation is to channel students into
. : N ) o
or out of college, into or out of various professions; to devermine to
some extent the level of income students will ‘enjoy; to determine to some

extent who their business associales and friends will be.. The question

can be put--what.effect does interinstitutional coopetation have upon
this function? The evidenge is not readily ob:ainable, but let us examine

the posuibilities at two points in the higher education process where
£

sorting rakes place: (1) at the point an applicant is admitted (or not
» , . ‘ o

—_ v

admitted) to college, and, (2) ‘at the point the matriculated student de-

N
'

Entrance standarus at colleges and universities are sensit'ive insti-
- . \ .
tutional iSsues very cldéeLy tied to_institutional objectives and self~

imége. These standards-ace generally not subject tc negotiation in a

cousortium. The result is inat whatever the so-ting standards are that

obtai? at this level, they remain largely unéffected by cooperafive p{o—'
grams. = 1t is conceivable that through cooperation one ‘might increase ghe
¢ffec£ivenpsq ot*sthése standards (but not change them) by providing more
educational algefna;ives for che type'of student: desired and consequently

attracting nore of this type to the universfy.

~During the course of the colleye career,. the sorting function directs

'céllege students toward spéciélized careers by making available a limited

number of options (coursés-of study) from which they may choose. In this

case, a student who attends a-consortium institution has an appreciably
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increased set of options from~which to choose, if the dongértium allows

liberal course exchanging among its campuses. lere the options could

-

mnk@ the d{fforonce 1in a marginal student's staving to complete the
degree brogram or dropring out. No studies have been lucated un this
problem yvet, but tue hypothesis could make a wofthwhile research topic.
Another interesting .and relevant question is raised il one considers
the sortine function to apﬁly not only to economic sorting but also to
racial sorting. In fhis regard?ghe impact .of inter;i étitu£ional cooper-
gtion in ;he South between predominantly white and p édominantly Negro
institutions is of considerable importance. One of the_sfany which could be

cited is the cooperative course co-sponsored by Bethune-Cookman College

i

and Stetson University which is described by President Paul Geren of
Stetson University in the following statement:

The idea of the joint seminar is to multiply the resources and ghe
sense of community which universities can bring to the study of
social conflict. We are in the comhination »f a city and a town,
Daytona Beach and Deland; two educational institutions, Bethudé—
Cookman Ccllege and Stetson University--both desegregated, Bethune
prlmarlly Negro and Stetson predominantly white. We have civic
members from both communities--municipai officials, school board
members, professional persons, housewives. We include persons whose
academic disciplines are sociology, economics, political science,
education, law and the humanities., We have an array of social
conflicts in mind: ‘nter-racial, law _enforcement, housing, juvenile
problems, schools. The combination we are striving for is the view
in depth -from many perspectives. We hope to understand social con-
flict, including its complexity, d1ff1cultvh pervasiveness, apd to
deve]op some-- practical ideas for healing.8 | - g

. o

19 -13 o




E

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Institutional coopura;iun and the softing function intersect at yet
another point where the separate cducation of the sexes is still prac-
ticed. The sorting criterion is based on se* rather than scholastic
ability{ fa@ily status, or race. The contribution of cooperétion in a
consortium presently composed of two women's colleges, one men's college
and a coeducational uniyersity (with a fifth new coeducational_college
%eing planned) was put thisg Jay. | ' ©
| Tf the éingle—sex colleges choose not to becomé coéducationai;
five-college cooperation may enable them to develop distinctive
bpatterns, so that they can both retain the advantages of their
present System and achieve some advantages of<coedqution.

To the present time, with the exception of,thé case studies of
Southern institutions quoted‘above, no research data have been4un—
covered which might illuminat; this area of higher education. The
effects of institutional Cooperation in increasing options.available
to students ma? be inferred from data recording the amount of course
exchanges taking place in various consortia, but the effect_upon the

L4

sorting function is still in the realm of speculation.

The Occupational Training Function 4

Alliances between institutions for improving the occupational and
professﬁonal programs through planning and sharing information aré not
new. This is essentially the purpose of most professional associations
v .
and- at this level of ogﬁration they are effective in bringing about
prescribed éhanges as a result of the peer pressure and accrediting

B
P
3

rocesses. But this level®is more nearty what has been defined as
p 3

19 - 14
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professional area.

supra-iostitutional in that it involves a membership of nearly 100

(R

nercent of the leading institutions in anv single ocgupational or
- . . "

The potential benefits of cooperation among similar professional
schools or departments which afe oriented toward occupational training
are virtually the same as those‘for the liberal arts-oriented campuses.
There are,. in fact, greater efficiehcies to be achieved in the use of

financial'rqfources because of the greater expenses associated with

many kinds of occupational training, professional or otherwise.

N 3
There is some indication that inter-institutional cooperation

may in the near future, involve both institutions of higher education

and industryv, business, or governmental organizations in much more care-

fullv planned relationships thaa in the past. The improvement of, the

.

occunational function of the college éf university in the interfacg
of training with practibe would be considerable. A recommendgtion‘
bv the Engineerigg,Advisory Council, 1964:65 of the Univeréify of
California, could result in consortium programs of consequence to -
enfineers.

Industry-University Collaboration. The schools of engineering,
in conjunction with the Council of Engineering Deans and the
Engineering Advisory Council,  should take prompt and vigurous
steps to achieve mutual advantages of close collaboration, in
both regular and continuing education, with the manv willing
«nd able California industries and governmental agencies.

-

T1is pattern could well be duplicated in other areas of the universitv

éurriculum. The engineers may yef duplicate the leadership role they




plaved when Professor Herwan Schacider inaugurated cooperative education

1 . v
| (work-study) at thé?University of Cincinnati in 1906. ’
| The Research Fanct oo -
y As a result of recent criticism of the "flight from teaching'" on the
b .
‘ university campus and higher education's involvement with military research
) )

during an unpopular war, the research;function of the university is cur- ‘
- rently the focal point of much unfriendly scrutiny. The massive appetite
\ for resources which the secrch for and generation of new knowledge requires

is recognized by both the supporters and detractors of research on campus.

Several patterns'of institutional cooperation have developed recently which
. / '

promise to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of research efforts by

" combining and sharing resourgés; and by seeking joint funding from federal

agencies. Two well-known examples are the consortium which operates Brook-

haven Lavoratory and the recently formed University Research Association

. which will operate the National Accelerator Laboratory; both.gzwthgsg;ygqg_ﬁwwvm

created to share the tremendously costly facilities necessary for research.

in high energy physics.

The Consortium Researchﬂbevelopment Project (CORD)

Through the Bureau of Research of the U.S. Office of Education funds

are made available to consortiu of colleges for strengthening the educa-
‘ . N ! .
tional and institutional research capabilities of their faculties and ad-
‘ .
\ ' ’ . t
ministrators. Fifteen groups of institutions across the nation receive *-

4
[

or haveireceived CORD support for projects similar to that reported by
i : . .

the Collége Center of the Finger LaLeé'(CCFL) in which the objectives were:

1. To organize through a cocrdinating Research Committee a mech-
anism to stimulate and promote educational research at the mem-
ber colleges.

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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2. To develop aud support a brogram of soeminars, workshops aud
demonstrat ions devoted to communicating to faculty and admin=-
istrators of the nine colleges and the -basic and move advanced
methodology of educational rescarch and research administration.

3, To encourage qualified faculty and administrators to develop
educational research projects and to assist them in obtaining
support for these projects.

4. To initiate common educational research projects in the nine
. colleges designed to clarify the role of the private liberal
arts college in an era of expanding public higher education.

The report on faculty research in the nine{member institutions of CCFL '
listed 287 research projects completed or in progress among their 900

r

faculty members.ll ' ’

"The Argonhe Semester' of the Associated. Colleges of thr Midwest
’fAmong the 21 cooperatiﬁe~6¥ograms sponspged:ﬁy the 12 liberal arts

-colleges of the Associated Col}eges of the Midwest is the research4

oriented "Argonne Semester.' This perigd of study at the Argonne National

. 4
Laboratory ''makes it possible for undergraduates to work with scientists

who are doing research on current problems, using the most modern scien-

tific inst;ﬁments.”lz Faéulty members from the biology, chemistry and

ﬁhysics departments of the ACM culleges share in the resources’ of the

.

Argonne Laboratory. The no;mal residency for a visiting student at the

laboratory is six months (occasionally eight months may be arranged for);

for the faculty member, 15 months. |

| What tne cooperative "Argonne Semester" program offers in research

opportunities for students and faculty 5%-AGM can be paralleled to some
Hextent in tﬁe social sciences through tﬂe expanded use of. the various'urbgn

studies centers as social laboranrieg. The e)¢eht.to.whiph such use is

<"P"ﬂ
Huf

| e o el e e




being made of the prowing number of cooperative conters will soon be Jdis-
closed by a study ol urban researeh consortba currently underway by J. (.
Paltridge of the Center for Research and Development in Higher Educat ion

at Berkeley.

The Tnter-Universitv Consortium for Political Research.

The Survey Research Center (Ann Arbor, Michigan) has developed a
program of multiple bilateral cooperative arrangements with 133 colleges
and universitics throughout the nation and in a number of foreign
countries for Lhé burposes of faciligéting Fhe advanced training of
social scientists in research mr thods and centralizing major bodies

’ of data primarily in thg area of political behavior. Whi]em;he adex“¢J
— ministrarive organization of tHis particular consortium does not<f‘
correspond to the.complex'multi—]ateral organizafion reserved as the

focus of this discussion, the cocperative data centralization program

Sufgests several possible apolications to fields of interest which the

<e

“,

.more complex consortia ought to examine (e.g., a cooperative insti-
. L Y

tutional research data bank, regional demographic and historical files,

regional enviromental data bank).

, Such centralization of information encourages and facilitates-

(5a A — N
L -, B . , .
research by reducing certain natural barriers the researcher generallv

encounters,

Q . . !




A major goal in the operation of the repository is to relieve the
individual rescarcher of atl possible costs in carryving out his

vescarch.  Since time is one of the scholar's most valuable com-

modities, the repository is organized and administered to minimize

the lag between specification of data-needs and access to the data.

A corollary of the emphasis on institutional support for all Con-

sort ium activities calls for elimination of all capital investment -~

and overhead charges to the individual user of the.repository. An
extension of the premise of institutional participation has led to

i the pelicy of levying marginal or incremental costs of data rerieval

' and processing for research needs only where very major analysis

projects are involved. All costs of consultation and technical as- -
sistance and more costs of data preparation for dissertations and

small monographs are borne by the operating budget ond are, (herefore,
essentially free to individual Consortium participants. This policy
wilf3be implemented as long as it is finéngfally practicable to do M
So. ; o

o~

The Organization of Knowledge Function

One of the central functions of the higher education community is the o
gathering together and the organization of knowledge. This occurs in such

diverse activities as the buildihg of a library collection, the develop-

ment of curricula, course outlines and lectures for instructional purposes

-

as well as in such péripheral activities as the writing and publishing of

£3

. R / ‘. :
textbooks and scholarly materials. These activities are carried out with

v

+

varving degrees of vigor on campuses.

In the healthier campus environments, new soqrces‘of knowledgé.and
new ways of transmitting knowledge ére sought out with considerable energy.
In 5ho}t, the students, facultyg and administrators reéognize the dynamic
nature of tﬂis critical function and -consciously support one;another in
their efforts.to.improve the teacher-learning process.

The contribution which interinstitutional cooperation lxrings to'this

function is an indirect one, but it is one which produces noticeable re-

sults on many campuses. The contribution is" a substantial increase in the
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number and strength of communication links formed begyeen all levels of %

academic personnel on a campus and other educators or other segments of

the world beyond the campus. {hese links, if they are relevant to the

educational program as they are assumed to be in an' academic consortium,

can have a significant vitalizing effect upon the intellectual climate
of the campus. It is likelywof course that this effect will be more
Qtrbngly.felt on-the small college campus, but the larger institutions
are not without their.parochialisms, the aﬁeiioratiog’of which éan be
observed when cooperation with other ingfitutions is serioﬁsly'upder-

taken. . I . , /

‘The Union for Experimenting Colleges and Universities (formerly the
o ﬁ . / Y/, S ' o
Union for Besearéﬁ’and Experimentation in ‘Higher Education), composed of
o N R ;’/ . . ~ . :

eighteén‘membér‘instiputions.frbﬁ/California to Vermont .and from Wiscon-
sin'to'Florida, represents the /type of purpo@efhl cooperation for exper-

imenting with new educationa}/ideas which organized consortia can support,

o

The Union which maintiins Lés central office at Antioch College was
. by : / . B

: kS FE
founded by ten institutigés in 1964 for the purpose of encouraging and

/
carr;xng out experlmen?/and research as an integral part of the educa-

tlonal process of eaéh member 1nst1tut10n. The sponsoring of a news- !
/ \ . '
letter on innovatioﬁs in education (Notes), the coordinating of student
/ : ‘ .
. / _
exchanges in the/ﬁff-campus programs which each of its members maintains,

o

and the implemeﬁ%ing of a three-year project (Project Changeover) designed

to nelp sixtx/college faculty_membérs develop and try out new methods of

v

teachlng——ahese are among the Unlon s many- accomplishments which help to

improve the educational processes of each member institution.

'-&‘J
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f The General Education Function

D ot LV
—

The current trend toward more guided-eduycational experiences away
AN

wd

e < Oy

“from the campus is one of the most important dzxelgpments in higher ed-
ucation curriculum in recent years. The cross-fertilization of theory
with practice facilitated by relevant experienc¢es in the field is a major

step for general education. Since students and fadulty are required to
= - \

1

~deal with the world as they find it and field experience rarely correlates

!

well with narrow academi¢ disciplines, interdisciplihary problem-solving

is more the rule than the exception. Usually, however, single colleges
or universities are quite limited in the amount-of off-campus work they

; , can adequately sponsor. Cooperation can extend the range of opportunities: T

., any one institutidn can offer. _This'poopeﬁation need not be based upon

. legal contract in order to be beneficial to all institutions involved.

To call again upon the Union for Experimeﬁt;nggColleges énd UﬁiQér—
sities for an illustration, the Union's Off-Campus Proéramg provide one
Aoteworthy.model'of how collegés “can supporé each other's efforts to
broadenlthe rénge Qf évéilable educatioqi} experiences. Many institu-

tions advertise their study abroad programs and similar activities

\\ v

widely, inviting students from other campuses to take part, but the

experience for the visiting students, as valuable as it may be, tends to

. become a tangential one, unassimilated into the rest of his college pro-
gram. By sponsoring cooperatively for its students eleven different types 1
of extramural educational programs ranging from an urban field-study center

in Chicago to an independent study. and travel in Western Europe and the
i . { . .

o
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Scandinavian countries, the Union creates the possibility for cach of the

consortium institutions to keep in touch with cach of these curricula and
g

thus better to assist their students in making their off-campus work a

o

meaningful part of their total coilege experi<§yéﬁ
The on-campus bgnefits to general educatiqn of interinstitutional
cooperation depend to some éxtent upon the distance of the campuses from
one another. Course exchange priviléges, for example, not.only make
available a wider selection of courses, but bring about a -social exchange
befween students from different campuses. This is espécially,eﬁfective
in broadeﬁing sociél Eontact-when thé campuses diéfe{ markedly in socio—-

N .

logical make=up. '

ERIC

The'Servicé Function to Community, State and Federal Government

The grouping of institutional resources provides more impact on a

service field where educational or research services are provided for the

commurnity of state or federal government. Coordination-to avoid redun- \

1
i

dancy of-services and to provide complementary resources where duplicationk

. . A
is not needed are obvious benefits of cooperative efforts. ;

With society's g;owihg realization of the need for agtion ;;th re-
spect to the urban crisis and environmentallpollution, the colleges and
univgrsiFies will be called upon more to provide the knowledge base and
personnelifor an effective attack on-these problems.

“'Organizations such as the Consortium for Area Planning and Develop-

ment in Wisconsin prbvide a model for studying how this might be carried

out. Established—in 1967 under the sponsorship of wiécbnSiq State University

r
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at Stevens Point, the Consortium brought together fﬁ profect leaders,
local and state government officials, technical consultants and represen-
tatives of various institutions of higher education. 1In a seminar held
in May‘1968, three areaé of concern for which Title I (Higher Education
Act of i965) funds might be secured were identified: (1) improvement of
state and local goveérnmental services, (2) urban problems with emphasis
on the central city of\Mi%Véﬁkee, and (3) community and areairesource

development. The leadership of tthe :onsortium‘insiﬁgs that the projects

be learning experiences for all pérticipants. "Therefore, major emphasis

is being given to the development of academic resources fq$'solving com-

munity problers through action programs."la_ Five objectives were iden-

tified for focusing the combined efforts of the group:

1. Improve coordination and cooperation of studies in area develop-
ment.

2. Foster and improve idter-project and inter-community communica-
tion and dissemination.

3. Establish and maintain a clearinghouse and repository .of in-
formation and other resources for area development programs.

4., Provide a foundation for a coordinated state-wide plan for area
development.

5. ‘Strengthen individual projects by avoiding unwarrented duplica-
tion of effort. : , :

WHAT. IS "EFFICIENTf INTERINSTITUTIONAL COOPERATION?

We have seen in the preceding discussion some of the ways interinstitu-
tional cooperation affects six broad functions of higher education. While

it is difficult in' many instances for educators to specify unambigously the

/
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nature of the product they wish to see derived from these functions, it i
is possible to specify more clearly some intermediate objectives which can
hu.in4trumental in moving toward the broader goals of higher education.

It is in this context of intermediate objectives that an assesment of con-

sort ium effectiveness can profitably be considered. \\

b
In spite of the diverse types of consortia which are found among in-

stitutions of higher education, a limitea number of consortium objectives
seems to cover the purposes for cooperation. These objectives may be
called "service objectives" in that, for the most part, they exisg to aid
the member 1nsti;utions in fulfilling their own objectives better (i.e:,
more efficlently or more effectively). The following list is the result
of an analysis of the programs of more than 50 consortia and discussions
held with . aumhber of the directors.

LY CONSORTIUM OBJECTIVES

Institutions of higher education cooperate in order .

1. To decrease unit costs of major services such as libraries,

computer centqqgl;mgnagement information systems, and financial

accounting; thus resulting in three alternatives:

a. Retain level of resource allocation and increase service
level, or

b. Retain prior level of service and decrease level of resourne
allocation.

c. Do not cooperate if consortium services do not result in lnwer
\ unit costs.
2. . To increase the desirable academic opportunities available to

C »
the students at a minimum cost to the student and institution

and at a level of quality consistent with prescribed standards

of the institution.




Fie wmount of increase dn the opportunitics fs bounded by the
lmited resources ot the sludcnlﬂjand the cooperating fustitutions,
except in such cases where the effictency of cooperation attracts
additional support from fourdation or federal sources. The alter-
nat {ves posed by this objection when a given program is recommended
are:
a. Participate {f
(1) The program is desirable and of high priority to
students and the institution and
(2) The program cannot be provided by the institution
at lower cost to students and institution (all costs

considered) or

v

AN

b. Do not.participate because one or both conditions above
are not met.

3. To "develop" the faculty as a campus resource by improving the

institutional bargaining posture in the academic market-place

through

a. Increased faculty benefits from cooperation (examples:
credit union, pension plan, less expensive group insur-

ance)

b. Increased variety ¢ teaching opportunities and oppor-
i
tunities to teach favorite spec.alities, or °
¢. In-service inter-institutional seminars (some faculty are

open tc learning more) and departmental meetings.

19 - 25
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The alternmatives are too numerous to list here. The inteffaculty . ti
séminnrs and informal communication can be 1llmited by the distance
betwecn institutions, since the cost in time and trénsportation in
confederations sbreaq over more than 40-50 miles becomes a signifi-

can deterrent.

To increase the flow of funds to the institution through cooperative,

fund-raising and development seminars.

More so than in any of the foregoing objectives, benefit fore-

casting is difficult., 1In this tjﬁe of program the costs of par-

ticipating for a period of time at least must be weighed against

the difforence in expected income from the program discounted

v : \

according to the amount of uncertainty involved. The alternativé§ \
then are sﬂmply to particinute or not to participate.-

Te lower unit costs and simultaneously raise the effectiveness of Swﬁr

student recruitment, especially in selective programs such as

minority recruitment. ‘ s o
/

- . ' T : _~
Coopération results in higher visibility which aids in attracting

the desired students. Centralized operations facilitate record

keeping anc coordination of efforts. ’ - ;

To impreve institutional research efiorte by

a.. Providing a continuous multi-institutional bar. for data"
-'."?r,"'} ’ !

s gatherfqg

b. Lowering unit costs through cuatralizing data gathering ;

activities i :




- : 7. To enrich the culturs! 1ife of the campus through joiv tly

™ '\

sponsored leeluvre sevies, scientific and artistic exhibits,

. To dncreasc the guirtity and cuslity of conpunicotion among

conszort fun netbers ond between theee {ustitutions aud the

mmp—

broador cducational community.

Althougli this objective is inhcerently a part of cooperation

in general and the foregoing objective in particular, it de-

serves to be listed separately because of its great importance
and the cnphasis. that it has reccived from consortium administra-
]

tors.

Y. To provide maximum effectivencss in community and governmental

o

service programs through coordination of resources.,

1HE OUTPULS -BF ]NTﬁR—INSTITUTIOVAL COOYLERATION

1

The "service chjectives" of consortia rather easily lend themselves

to quantification. The following examples illustrate common idewmtifiers

of output flow with respect to the nine objectives just meuntioned. These
are all quantifiable and a number cccur in the rescarch literature on

A

instituticneal cooperation.

Shariug Major Services

A Claremont Collezes studyl7 is at present the ‘only cffort known

in which the costs of various services at a consortium (Claremont
Collepes) and at single institutioas matched to the individual insti-
£

.tutions of the censortium were compared. In this study seven areas
p .

are examined:
R
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authors found that
i

-

.o Library
2. Dusiness Office

3. Health Service

k3 l
1
\

4. Pgychological Clinic and Counseling Center

6. Telephone Service
7. Maintenance and Repair

In two of the areas (Institutional Research and Teiephone) the

S. Office of Institutional Research ’ . ‘
'virtually no informaticn was available." |

Service Qutputs -
i nEMY2CR VULPMLE P

7

Library: Volumes available per student

Books circulated per student

Hours library is open per year’

Business Office: Adollars_handle&

A . ) . -

Healthngrvices: doctor duty hours per student e : E oot —
Psychological Clinic: doctor duty hqurs pér éfﬁdént
Maintepance and Repair: —total éduare footage of pollege
- buildings maintained Yfigures were not avd;lable for
the study but the authors believed this wouid have
:

been the most useful-indicator) o ‘

The conclusions which the authors of the Claremont Colleges study

’ reached were largely the obvious ones. On the basis of the comparison

. - of data from the colleges surveyed, they were able to support the

argument that at least in the areas of library, business office, and

health services the cooperation émohg cluster colleges is able to effect

. ~ . . v ’ . . ~
important cost benefits or economies as well as to increase the yesources )

'El{fC‘
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available to the small cooperative institutions. The autho.s found that

in libraries unit costs do not continue to decrease with size, but contrarily,

they take a significaﬁt leap upward for individual colleges as they grow -

beyond 1,000. This rise in unit costs appears to result from the addition-

Colleges library that cooPeratibn has helped to ameliorate ;hi@fﬁarticular
phenomenon by maintaining a relatively low cost pepféfﬁdent ratio while

serving a combined student body of more,&haﬁ'3,300 students.

The remaining identifierS'df significant service autputs are also
substantial research on the effect cooperation between

-
~ \

colleggs"miéht have on the costs associated with these outputs (listed

of special collections, but it appears from cost data for the Clarémqnt‘ ‘ l

emplovable, but

below) has not yet been done.

Curriculun Fnrichmant

daei o

Exchange of courses: number of ¢ross registraticus

Off-campus programs: number of programs available to students

number, of student participants

Faculty seminars:

’

changes in curriculum traceable to seminars

Facultyv De&elgpment

e

Benefits: Credit union

Group: insurance

Pension plan

, Research:ﬂﬁﬁesearch_projects, papers wgitten (this might be a

bit forced, but it is the intended objective of the

CORD program. See page 19 - 16).

’

' ~
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\
Cooperative Fund Raising, Public Relations Y o
. .
Funds: new souvces of grants and gifts
L net increase in dollars raised
i -
Student Recrbitment i
t . Special recruitment: number enrolled of particular type of

student sought

Institutional Research

.
S

Projects: number of projects involved in
Innovation: number of program changes ascribad to institutional
research studies

Funds: number and amount of grants secured

Cultural Enrichment

T = ‘Number of events jointly sponsored . "
/ v ;
Communication { e _

/

Inter~institutional: number of student-student contacts

. “number. of faculty-faculty contacts:

number of administrator-administrator
I3 ) N . |
contacts /

Regional and National: number of personal contacts made by /

~e

students, faculty, and administrators as/ : /ﬁ

as a result of consortium membership.

Community Service Projects

-

This service area requires more specifications (e.g., what are

/thc projéct-objectives?) in order to develop particular outputs. The

ERiC , . - YR \
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efficiency of coopetation needs then to be exa&ined in light of_thgse
special objectives—outputg.

These outputs just given are ;;untable results from specific pro-
grams of cooperation. They may be used to answer such questions as,
"Does cooperating give us the same service level for less investment of
resources?"  In some cases, quality is related to quantity but the cor-

Qualitative evaluation - .

respondence is not on a one-for-one relationship.

of consortium programs like that of the programs of individual i.stitu-

tions requires information such as, "Are the right books available fo.

the program?' rather than, "How many books are available?" = The quali-

tative questions are much more difficult to answer. .

As useful as the measurements suggested ahove might be, they cannot

. e
tell the whole story. -In most cases they may serve as valuable indicators

of program efficiency, but when plans are being made for a consortium or

when progra@s_afé Being evaluated, a number of factors relative to the
et

/patﬁfe of confederations as formal organizations comes into play, and

these factors assume significant roles in the success or failure of the

organization. In . fact, it may be that one is at no time more aware of

_the imporatnce of the human organizational factors. than when they, through

being neglected, have broﬁéht about-the failure of some grand design.
This in some measure was the case with an association of institutions

of higher education in Arkjﬁﬁas known as the Arkansas Experiement irt Teacher

Education which, in spite of the statewide involvement of institutions of

1
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higher education and $3 million- in underwriting from the Fund for the - :}“
e .

X ) .
Advancement of Education, failed to reach the primary goal int~nded by

its founders. Only a few of the highlights from the conclusions of the

Report of Bvaluation of the Arkansas Experiment in Teacher Education are

Y

giver in the following paragraphs, but these will serve to underline the
critical nature of such confederative requisites as the consonance of

individual memb(;rsi goals with that ‘of the confederation, the satisfac-

-

tion of both corporate and individual objectives and a tolerant social

climate in which to %unction.18 - . '

/

"The Arkansas Experiment in Teacher Education
‘g;. ’ -

The Report states that the Arkansas Experiment in.Teacher Education

(AETE) was an attempt to‘improve the tr;ining of téaéhers thfoughout CQE
state of Arkansas by ﬂelping collegesbto improve thgir undéfgraduate pro-
g:ams and by concentrating-ghe professional traiqing of teachers in a
lsingle year following fou{’years of liberal-érts eﬁucation.

The beginnings of AETE seém to spring from,conversations between
the President of the UniQersity of A;kansas'aﬁa officials of the Fund for
the Advancement: of Educétion, and from these discussions in 1951'§‘plén-
ning grant of $85,000 was awarded the University to explore thﬁfeaSibi—
lity of ingtituting a five-year teacher training program. (The State had
at that time various two, three, and four-year credential patterns and
waslsufferiﬁg from a shorta;e of classroom teachers.) Subsequent press

accounts of the announcement of this grant and its intended objective

carried the prediction that the ultimate scope of the study might involve
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a stand in support of the five-year program, was "buying out" the colleges

. ments who stood to lose their undergraduate curricular foothold (if not

s

all the colleges in the Stgte and requirec:ten years to implement com-
pletely. 1In addition, the expectation developed among interested parties
that the Fund would subport the intended "experiment’ to the“e;tent of
$10 million. ’v :\\\\_ e
Even hefore a viable organizational structure could be established,
controversy developed over the objective of a five-year teacher education

program, the dominant role which the university assumed in the planning

phase, and the feeling that the Fund, having strongly and openly taken

who were eager for the Fund's money but were not prepared to go along
with the Fund's objective in the new teacher education program. The resis-

tance- at the campus level came largely from the Teacher Education depart-

their job) if teacher education courses were postponed until the fifth.
or graduate year.
In this unfriendly environment cooperative planning of the project

was begun by a group of representatives from the 15 participating insti-

0

14 . - !
tutions and other interested parties which became known as the "Committee

of 36." The original intention ofmthq Fund's representatives and of the
administrators from the University was never réalizedp “In the dCommittee o
of 36" the fifth.yearbidea was modified to a trial experimental program and
‘the subsequent lack of enthusiasm by the faculty at many of the college
campuses doomed the program from ‘the very beginning. “

~ o

'In approaching the question of the success of the project, the authors

considered both the effectiveness and the efficiency of the experfmeﬁt.

The(i?tﬁsxi,iffjned organizational effectiveness as achieving orgaﬁizationél

19 - 33 : : -




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

//( putposcs; they defined organizational efficiency as distributing "enough’

‘ 19

rewards to its members to ensure their continued efforts toward these goals."
By these definitions, Spalding and Krathwohl conclude, the AETE was neither
very effective or very efficient. The specific reasons for this conclusion
which have been drawn from throughout the ReportAand ligted here disclose that

numerous critical conditions necessz.y for the success of the consortium

were lacking in this case. Some of these reasons are presented in the following

paragraphs. .

Conflicting Purposes in Overlapping Memberships

U -

The AETE "Committee of 36" was develope \3mid conflicting purposes
held by various members of'the consorfium and by the funding agency. The
compromise agreément contained a statement of two basic related purposes:
the upgrading of undergraduate General Education and the establishment of

a five-vear teacher education program on an experimental basis. The former

the colleges\could accept readily and act upon; the latter, a watered-down
version of thé Fund's and the University's originally intended purpose,
é;ined léss sﬁpport. This experience illustrated among other things that
when over-lapping membership in,differént organizatiﬁns presents a conflict

of interests, people may tend to acquiesce to both sides in the conflict,

.

. but act only on their preferred progrém goal.

Administrative Problems

There is sfrong evidence that the early period of planning was dom-

inated by a single individual,'that goals wére imposed -from the top down,

e

and that when the consortium

"Committee of 36" was finally established
Y :

|
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it was too large to operate effectively as a single body. In addition, a

a sizable bloc of members of the Committce were clearly opposed to the

’

five-vear teacher education program from the very beginning and remained

~

so throughout the experiment.

Unfavorable Social Climate-

The controversy surrounding the early announcement of the plans for

" a five—yéar teacher education program was quickly joined by the local

press and by national professional education agencies; this created a

climate of unfriendly dialecticism from the initial stages of the project.

Lack of Faculty Support

Thg”five-year teacher education program Yacked support of the under-

v

graduate colléges faculties of teacher education because these faculties'

programs were threatened with extinction if the professional education

courses were all moved to the fifth year (therefore to graduate status

and hence to graduate schools or University c¢enters).

Dominant Member |

| . .

"At the beginning of the "experiment' the largest institution; the
University of Arkansas, not only had initiated the preject of the AETE,
but let the impression exist that the University'would ultimately gdmin-
ister the entire teacher education program for the State. Althouéﬁ this
dominancy was somewhat’diluted wi;hih the subsequent organization of the

. . T . . Lo
coordinating committee, the impact of the early role of the University

appeared to persist.

—
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Haphazard Program Planning ‘ :2

é . ' The student participation in the five 'year experimenta}”teachetww-
! ceducation program was grossly Sver-est%matedf’ The.projections, one
t president replied, were désigned "to make the job appear big enough

. \
to get the money. , Instead of first studying what the job was and

o

sceing how much money it would cost to do it, they put down whatever
number of students seemed to them to support the request which they

' 2
wanted to make for mouey." 0

Lack of Program Evaluation:

"The opportunities which AETE presented for careful study of the
effectiveness of different methods of preparing teachers were never

fully realized, lérgely because .too many persons were so firmly convinced

v

of the worth of one program or the‘éther that they could not endorse col-
lective evidence that might prove them wrong."
The authors of the Report of Evaluation of the AETE conclude in their

final chapter that: -
As far as the fifth-year goal is concerned, AETE was conceived
in turmoil, born in compromise, and lived in relative indifference.
If initial planning, prior to the grant of $85,000, had included
all leaders who might have been affected by the proposal, highly
charged emotions might not have been aroused. For knowledge

-~ of what is desired and opportunity to shape both ends and means
often lead to harmonious action. But it is extremely doubtful
that harmony and acceptance of the idea'thaf all teachers should
be prepared by a fifth-year program could ever have gone hand
in hand. Assuming that this is possible also assumes that men
will abandon cherished principles for a price, a practice which
is universally condemned. 22
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i 5” The experience of the AETE has produced for consortium directors a
L .

, vertible thesaurus of caveats. 1t has also demonstrated what every suc-

e

cessful consortium director has already learned, that clearly stated
consortium goals must have the prior acceptance of a large majority éf ‘
the members at an early'stage of the cooperative program;before the plan-
ning and implementation of these plans can begin. The corollary of this,
and pe;haps the more difficult task, is that the consortium goal must
complement the goals of the individual members; otherwise, _.even though
the members %ay acquiesce to the adoption of alcorpﬁ;ate goal that con-
flicts'with individually held goals, they are unlikely to commit the nec-,

essary resources required of them for its success.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In the course of this papér we have looked at the purposes and pat-
terns of voluﬂtary cooperation in higher educatiom with the thought in
mind that it affords a strategy for more efféctively and efficiently
using the limited resourcés available to higher education. An effort has
been made to list the many objectives towards which confederacies of
colleges and universities in the Unitéd States have directed their com-
binéd reQOQrces aqd~with this we have suggested Gﬁtputs which might be

examined as a means for determining the effectiveness and the efficiency

' |
of a consortium program. The experience of the AETE reminds us that
those involved in a prospective program must‘neces§arily be closely tied

- to the plan;ing stages and that no amount of money is likely to change




L
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i

basic value commitments. These factors and others which may be fmplicd
from this cexpericnce are primary constderations in establishing cffective
cooperation ;%unlg vducation inst itut fons.

once the inter-organizational! climate has been sufficiently stabil-

ized and a consensus has been reached on goals which are harmonious with

the poals of the individual members, then the plans and their implementa-
tion may proceed. It is difficulﬁ to conceive of success even at this
point without some substantial feedback on the accomplishment of the oper-
ations which program evaluation provide%. This expectation was voiced by
Professor Edward F. Sheffield of the University of Toronto in a paper on

’
Canadian Research in Higher Education:*

When an association concérned with higher education
develops to the point where it has its own secretariat,
some research activity may be expected. The Association
of Univeristies and Colleges of Canada is one of the
examples T know best. It acquired a secretariat in 1957
and a research officer in 1958. Thus for Eieven years
there has been a nucleus of research work.

With the exception of the C. 0. C. Consortium (of Chicago and the
Big Ten universities) which has a secretariat, we have founl this not to
be the case in the consortia studied in the United States. Even in those

cooperative ventures which have more than a few years of experience

-little effort has been turned to an analysis of effectiveness. One is

tempted to suspect that the reason for 'this lack of evaluation may be

quite similar to that which the authors of the AETE Report gave (see page
\

19 - 32), that a cooperative program, because of the delicate nature of ™~

cooperation between institutions, might better be left unexamined no matter

19 - 38
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what fts quality than risk, through the admission of faflure of one pro-

gram the forfefture of all future cooperation.

Whatever the reason may be, there is at the present time a paucity of
information on the effectiveness of {hc cooperative programs. This is
true desplite the substantial amount of resources devoted by institutions
of higher education cach year to continuing consortium programs. Although
the increasing numbers of cooperative arrangements continue to enjoy a
climate of fafth in their reasons for existing, we are forced to admit tﬂnt
we really do not know with any degree of certainty how well the job is
petting done. Despite the fact that we recognize that our tools of eval-

uation of educatfonal programs are not infallible and that the objectives
AY

of the programs are too often unclearly stated, the real u ed at this

° .
point in the history of interinstitutional cooperation {s for an adminis-

trative commitment to the hard task of program cvaluation so that relfable
information (as reliahle as possible) on the effectiveness of their prog\ums

may be supplied to those who must furnish the resources for higher education.

‘%kf -39
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